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REMARKS 

In view of the foregoiing am^ndmeats and &e fbllowteg remarlcs it is respectfully 
submitted that of the presently peiiding elaims^^^^^^^ is 
xe^eotfuliy requested. 

Applieatits note witli appreciation tlie acknowledgment of the elaiin for foreign pnority 
and the indieation that ail certified copies of the priority documents have been received in tiie 
parent appliGation. 

Stattis of the Ciainis 

Claims 25 to 60 are pending in the present apphcation, Ciaims 1 to 24 were cancelled, 
mthout prejudice^ by previous amendment. Claitns 49 and 60 have been mnended herein 
wiihout prejudice to eorreqt typpgraphical ISIO new niatter has been added. 

Ohieetion to the Snecifieati<>n 

The specification was objected to for lacking standard section headings. Applieants 
respectflilly invite the Examiner's attention to the PreliminauT^?' Amen^ filed September 8, 
2004 in which the SpecificatiGn was amended to include appropriate section headings. 
Withdrawal of tlie objection to the Specification is respeclfiiUy requested 

Claiin Objections 

Claims 49, 50 and 60 were objected to because of informalities. Claim 49 has been 
amended, without prejudice, as suggest in tlie Office Action, Claim 50 is properly dependent 
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ftom amended claim 49. Claim 60 lias been amended^ without prejudice, to be dependent from 
jclaim 59 and therefore is in proper dependetit foxm. Withdmvra[l0f the ctairn objections 
respeetftilly requested, 

Re|ections unaer 35 U.S.C. § 112, Second Paragraph 

Claims 25 to 60 were rejected tinder 35 U.S.C* § 1 12, second paragraph as indefirtite. 
Specifieallyi ttie Office AcAion alleges at pages 3 to 4 that the recitation of -a third time sonree of 
the plurality of first time sources" in claims 25 and 53 is unclear ^'since the preceding text of 
each claim fails to describe aiid differentiate first and second tiiiie sow^^ from a third time 
sdlitce." Applicaiits respectfully disagree with the merits of this rejection. The meaning of the 
claimed features is quite clear, particularly when viewed in light of the Specification. For 
example, the Specification clearly indicates at page 3, paragraph [001 5], that the present 
invention is based on providing plurality of independent time sources at the individual 
measuring eoniputerSp" Tiie SpecifiGalipn goes on to identify the individiial time soui'ces fliat 
may be associated with a measuring computer. See Specification, P^^g^'^fas [0017] to [0026], 
The phi^ase •% tlnrd lime source*' clearly refers to one of the plurality of tinie sources identified in 
the Specification as associated witii a measurement computer. Accordingly, Applicants submit 
that claims 25 to 60 are definite in aecordance "Wlh 3 U.S^C. § 1 12, second paragrapk 
AceoMingly, withdrawal of all rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 112^ second paragraph is 
respectful ly requested* 
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RetectiQns under 35 IJ^S.C. §103(aY 

Claims 25 to 34, 40, 41, 43 to 49 and 51 to 60 were rejected iinder 35 US.C. §103 (a) as 
being unpatentable over a combmation of U;S. Patent Ho. 6,236,623 ("Read et al.") and alleged 
admitted prior art coMained in the SpeeifiGation at pages 1 to 3^ paragraphs 1^0001] to [0012] 
("the Alleged Prior Art Admissions"). Claim 42 was rejected tmder 35 IJ.S,C. §1 03(a) as being 
impatentable over Read et ai., the Alleged Prior Art Admissions and nonpatent literature 
"Internet Time Syiichronizatioii: The Network Time Protocol,*' by David L> Mills ('^Mills-rO. 
Claims 35 to 38 were rejected under 35 U.S.C: § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Read et aL, 
the Alleged Prior Art Admissions and nonpatent literature 'Adaptive Hybrid Clock piseipline 
Algorithm fibr the Network Time Protocol, by David L. Mills C*Mills-ir'), Claim 39 was 
rejected under 35 U,S.C, §1 03(a) as being urtpiatexitahle over Read et aL, tihe Alleged Prior Ait 
Admissions and XI,S. Patent No, 5,694,537 (■■Montenegro et al,"). Applicants respeetftilly 
submit that claims 25 to 49 and 51 to 60 are patentable for at least the fiallbwing reasons. 

As an initial matter. Applicants traverse all assertioris in the Office Action of admissions 
of prior art by Applicants. For example, Applicants traverse the assertion in the Office Action 
that Applicants have admitted ttiat pageis 1 to 3 of the Specification, paragra;phs [OOQl] to [00123, 
coiastitute prior ait. 

Claims 25 and 53 recite a plm:^ily o^f associated Vknith a first measuritig 

computer and selecting, using the first computer, a third time soui'ce of the plm-ality of first time 
sources as a fmiction of an accuracy of the third time source. Applieahts respectf 
none of Read et al., the Alleged Prior Art Admissions, Mills-I;. Miils-II or Montenegro et ail 
disclose or suggest at least the aforementioned features of claims 25 and 53, 
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Read et al. describe a master control device, with an internal clock, which comnmnieates 
wrth slave control devices. GoL 1, lines 55 to 58, The master cojitrol dev^ 
vidthin each slave conltol device to essentially synchronize with the master control device's 
internal Qloek. Col. 1, lines 57 to 60. The rnaster control device comrnailds and/or iryDiiitbrs 
events at each of the control slave devices. Col. 1 , lines 62 to 63 , The slave control devices are 
controllers having internal clocks that are responsive to messages from the master control device 
and inchide interfaces to monitor local events. Col. U line 62 to 67, llie master control device 
also determines the transit time, te., cornniumcation delays to eaGh of the slave control devices 
and interprets ancj/or adjnsts any event times. 

Tile master control device deserihed in Read et al. is not a measurement computer with 
a plurality of time somces that selee^^ one of th^ pjuriility of time sources as a function of ail 
accuracy of the tirii e source, as recited in cl^ms 25 and 53 . Contrary to the assertion of the 
Office Action, the measiirement control device of Read et al. is not a measurement computer 
having the features recited in cMms 25 and 53. See Office Action, page 4, citing col. U Imes 55 
to 65, col. 2 lines 5 to 7 and 65 to 67 and col. 9, lines 43 to 55 and Figure 8; and Office Action, 
page 1 1 identifying the master control device 12 sippearing in Figure I as a first rneasuring; 
computer. Instead, tlie master control device described in Read et al. synchronizes the clocks of 
the slave control devices with its clock and cpimM events at each of the control 

slave devices. Tiie actual slave devices, which have an internal clocks monitor local events. See 
Read et aL, QoL 1, lines 35-65. Moreover, neither liie masl^ control device nor the slaye control 
deuces described in Read et al. select fixjm one of a plumlity of time sources as a fimction of an 
accuracy of the time source as recited in claims 25 and 53. Neither the Alleged Prior Art 
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Admissions, Mills-I, MiIls--II iioir Montenegro et al> are relied on for disclosing or suggesting the 
aforementioned features^ p 25 and 31. Indeed, it is tespectfiUly st^ Ihat tione of the 

Alleged Prior Art Admissions, Mills-I, Mills-II or Montenegro et al. diselose at least these 
fe^ittires of cimms and 53 . Because all of Read et al., the Alleged Prior Art Admissions, 
Milis-I, Mills-II and Montenegro et al. fail to disclQse or suggest at least the features of a 
measurement eomputer with a plurality of time sources that selects one of the plurality of time 
sources as a function of an accuracy of the time soot^^ as recited in claims 25 and 53i, it 
respectfully submitted that these references, whether taken alone or in eombinationj could not 
render claims 25 and 53 , or any of their dependeiit claims^ vmpa;tentabie . AGGprdingiy, 
withdrawal of the reaection^ of claims 25 to 49 and 51 to 60 under 35 XJ,S^C, § I03(ia) is 
Tespectftiily requested. 

AUowableiSubiectM 

Applicants note with appreciation the indication of alio wable subject matter contained in 
claim 50. For at least the reasons set forth above relative to independent claim 25 and itis 
dependent claims, Applicant respectfully submit iJiat claim 50 is in condition for imrnediate 
ailowaiice. 
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CONCLUSION 

Iti yie w of the foresgoing it is believed that the presently pending elaims are in conditiqii 
for allowance and itis respectftdly requested tliat the appiication be reconsidered and that all 
pending claims be alio wed and the case passed to issue. 

If tliere are any other issues remaining which the Examiner believes could be resolved 
tiirough a Supplenqiental Response or an Examiner's Amendraent, the Examiner is respectfLilly 
requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone nuniber indicated below. 



Dated: November 7^ 2007 Respeetfuljy submitted, 




Erik R. Swanson 

Registration No.: 40,833 
DARBY & DARBY V.C. 
P.O. Box 5257 

New York, New York 10150-5257 
(212) 527-7700 
(212) 527-7701 (Fax) 
Attprneys/Agents For Applicant 
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